5 Trailhead Comparisons

The previous section of the report examined the aggregate results for the survey.
This section of the report condders the data based on pattern analyss. The section is
divided into three sub-sections, which present the data based on two comparative
andyses and a gpatid andyss. The bass for data andyss in the fird subsection is
primarily functiona, wherein tralheads were divided into primay and secondary
trallheads. The second subsection presents a spatid analyss, compaing the trailheads
utilizing their geographic characteridics such as proximity to dther urban or suburban
areas. To this end, it is useful to think of the trails as having caichments — geographicaly
deimited areas from which tral users are drawn. The third subsection presents a
geographic information andyss to determine trall user resdentia locations. In regard to
this last form of data andyss, a question on the survey that asked respondents to identify
their resdentia zip code endbled the vistor data to be geo-coded. The ared extent and
current population of the National Recregtion Areas catchment was dso modeled using
census data The catchment area model enabled a projection of future catchment area
population, based on SCAG sub-area 2020 population projections.

Primary and Secondary Trailheads

This section provides an andyss of what we term primary or destination
trailheads and secondary or neighborhood trailheads. The andyss is directed towards
making meaningful recommendations for future trail management. It is predicated upon a
functional divison of the trailheads. Some tralls had a locd function — acting as de facto
loca parks, whereas others were more regiond in nature. By this, we mean that some
tralls such as Paramount Ranch or Maibu Creek State Park are dedtination trails and
draw vistors from dl over Southern Cdifornia, who are attracted to the trails due to their
culturd and historical significance (Paramount Ranch was a place of movie production
and Mdibu Creek State Park was the set for the popular televison series MASH). Other
trails, such as Runyon Canyon or the Wendy Trallhead typicdly provide a more locdized
recregtiona resource for those living in close proximity to the Nationd Recregtion Area —
these we term secondary trails.

Sample size

Dedtination or primary trall dtes had a sample sze of 587 respondents (64% of
the total sample for the survey) and over the course of the survey 8,439 vistors were
counted at these dites. Secondary trails on the other fand had a sample size of only 325
respondents (35% of the totd sample for the survey) and a tota of 3,674 vidtors were
counted at trailheads for these traills. The primary trals are identified in Table 15 and
secondary trailsin Table 16.

Comparison of the trailheads

When the demographic characterigics of vistors surveyed at secondary trals are
compared to those a primary trals, few important differences are observed. The samples
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for the trails had approximately the same median age and sex ratios. Rrhaps the greatest
diginction concerns household compostion. A higher proportion of respondents at
primary trals lived in households comprised of couples with children, both over and
under 18 (including single parent households), whereas a higher proportion of trail users
a secondary trals lived in dngle person households and multigenerationd  households.
Household income was higher in the low to medium range a primary tralheads but
higher in the upper range a secondary Stes. A dightly higher percentage of respondents
a primary trails had a college education, compared to secondary trails, but the difference
isgatigicaly not sgnificant.

Table 15 Secondary (Neighborhood) Trails

15 Tapia Park 18 744
35 Reseda 19 431
34 San Vincente 13 419
33 Los Liones 9 364
31 Point Dume 11 304
21 La Jolla 45 220
42 Circle x 31 216
41 Zuma-Total 28 191
29 Corral Canyon 16 178
24 Kanan Backbone 25 150
18 Santa Ynez 25 121
28 Las Virgenes 10 84
16 Stunt Ranch 14 73
20 Charmlee Natural Area 21 65
12 Cheeseboro- China Flat 14 54
23 Leo Carillo 20 43
6 Rocky Oaks 6 17

Total# 3674

As far as race and resdence are concerned, the two types of trails were remarkably
gmilar. The only red difference was nationdity, with the second highest nationdity a
secondary tralls being Mexican wheress at primary trals it was Iranian. Large tralls aso
had a higher proportion of Canadians whils secondary trals generdly had more
European vigtors. Large tralls were characterized by a dightly longer average duration of
resdency among non-US born respondents than at secondary trails.

Turning to vidtation patterns, a higher proportion of respondents at primary trals were
return vigtors, the difference being 8 percent. In addition, respondents were much more
likdy to return to these trals when compared to secondary trall users, with return
vigtation being 50% higher a primary trals Vidtaion raies were aso a third higher at
the dedination trals. Equestrians were the most frequent vidtors at secondary trails and
dog wakers were the most frequent a dedtination trails. Hiking was the most popular
activity a both types of trals but mountain biking and jogging were more popular at

12 Note that the large number of surveys collected at La Jolla represents an anomaly in data collection and
should be treated as such.
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degtination (primary) tralls whereas sightseeing and picnicking were more popular a
locd (secondary) trails. The reasons for vigting the trails were remarkably smilar a both
types of trals with a comparable proportion of vistors distributed across amog al the
categories. A dightly higher proportion of respondents visted dedindion trals to
exercise and breathe fresh ar than their secondary trail counterparts. The important
difference is that of solitude relatled uses a secondary tralls communing with nature
attracted 10% more respondents a secondary trails, and there was an 8 percent difference
in experiencing fewer people.

Table 16 Primary (Destination) Trails

| Location # Trail name Number  Count

40 Runyon 29 1880
36 Wilacre 71 1219
27 Malibu Canyon-Main 39 1212
32 Temescal 42 968
45 Franklin Canyon 44 813
44 Rancho Sierra Vista 102 644
22 Sycamore Canyon 40 546
43 Cheeseboro 98 505
8 Paramount Ranch 41 375
17 Trippet Ranch 81 277

Total 8439

With regard to neighborhood park vidts the overdl distribution of respondents across
response categories was once again remarkably smilar for the two types of trails. When
compared to primary trails there was a very dight difference in the proportion of users at
secondary trails who vidted their local park due to limited time and easier access, about
five percent for the former and three percent for the laiter. At the larger trails there was a
dightly higher proportion of respondents who lised the ease of bringing children aong
as the reason for vidgting their neighborhood park ingtead of the SMMNRA. However,
when analyzed by user group, sgnificant differences were observed. There were severd
user groups at secondary trails with high percentages of respondents who reported never
udng their loca park. Seeking out different recreational opportunities on the other hand
was more important for respondents at primary trail Stes.

Differences adso exist between tral users sources of knowledge a secondary and
primary tral dtes. Respondents a primary trals had dightly higher percentages gaining
information from ranger-led nature walks, but a much higher percentage — 5 percent more
- ganed thar information from school, compared to secondary trail users. At secondary
trals, there were dightly higher percentages of respondents who obtaned their
knowledge from the Internet, organized groups, family and friends, books and nature
obsarvaion. At primary trals, dightly higher percentages of respondents gained ther
information from park brochures, televison and living in the area Once again, when
examined by user group, important differences emerged. At secondary trails, 70% of dog
walkers cited nature observation as an important source of knowledge whereas a primary
tralls 30% less dog wakers cited this source. At primary trails 60% of equestrians
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reported reliance upon this nature observation but a secondary trail only haf the number
of equestrians cited this source.

Insofar as reasons for protecting the mountains are concerned, a dightly higher
percentage of primary trall respondents cited ether recreation of both recrestion and
habitat preservation as the principd reasons. Smdl trall users were comparatively more
ecocentric, but the difference of four percent is ddtidicaly not sSgnificant. The most
anthropocentric user group at secondary trails was equestrians whereas a primary trails it
was dog wakers and mountain bikers.

A comparison of user group interaction patterns reveds that approximatey the same
proportion of respondents at both types of trails were impacted by the activities of other
tral users. Mountain biking received the lowest rating at both types of trals. Leaving
anima waste followed by uncooperative behavior were the most frequently cited
problems at both trails, but the order was reversed between secondary and primary trails.

Sightly more respondents arrived by automobile a primary trails than a secondary trails.
Waking, jogging and horseback were more popular modes of trandt a secondary trails
and cycling was citied more often a primary trals as the mode of trandt. Public trangt
was eschewed by respondents at both types of trailhead.

A very smdl percentage of respondents a both trailhead types reported having a physica
dissbility. In addition, barriers to access were cited a both trails by gpproximatey five
percent of respondents. Almost 10% pf trail users aso reported encountering barriers to
access elsawhere in the park.

A complete sat of tables on results from both the secondary trailheads and primary
trailheads within the SMMNRA are presented in Appendices 4a — 5a.

Secondary Trails
User demographics

The median age of trail users who responded to the survey for secondary Stes was just
over 40, and two-thirds (60.9%) of those surveyed were men. Only 21% reported having
children; those who did on average had two children. This is not surprisng, given the
digribution of household types in the sample. Approximately 36% of respondents were in
sngle person households, over 20% were in two-person households without children, and
17.4% were in two-person households with children under 18. However, only 9.2% of
households were multigenerationd, and the smalest proportion (4%) of respondents
lived in Single parent households.

Most respondents were affluent, but approximately a quarter (24.3%) reported household
incomes of less that $50,000. Over hdf the sample (52.7%) had household incomes of in
the $50, 00 - $200, 000 range, and 11.4% were in the $200,000 plus range. Reflecting the
relative affluence of the sample's respondents, about two-thirds 62.6% owned ther
homes, and 83.2% were college educated.
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With respect to race/ethnicity, immigration datus, and duration of resdence in the US,
only 13.2% of respondents identified themselves as Latino or Higpanic; with the mgority
consdering themselves white (68.8). Less than 6% were Adan, and AfricanAmericans
condtituted just over 1% of the sample at these neighborhood / secondary trailheads. Not
aurprisngly, just under three-quarters (74.5%) of respondents were born in the United
States, with the remainder originating (in rank Size order) from Mexico, Iran, France, the
Philippines, Belize and various other countries (see Appendix 4a). In totd, vistors from
32 different nationdities were represented in the sample for secondary stes. On average,
respondents who were not native-born had lived in the USA for 17 years. Almost three-
quarters (73.5%) spoke English a home, with most of the smal remainder spesking
gther Chinese (presumably Mandarin) or Spanish. Demographic information is broken
down by user group in Appendix 4b.

User visitation rates and patterns
At these secondary trailheads, 325 respondents completed surveys but responses

were not provided for some of the questions. Mogt visdtors (81.9%) were return users
(Figure 19 below).

Secondary trail visitation

18.1%
O First time
visitors

Return
visitors

81.9%

Figure 19  Visitation on secondary trails

Just over a quarter of the vigtors surveyed (26.8%) arrived done, another quarter was
with family members (25.2%) and about a third (36.3%) was with both family and
friends. The median group Sze was over 3 people, and dtogether, 124 animds (mostly
dogs) accompanied trail vigtors.

User activities

Mog vigtors surveyed reported that they intended to undertake more than one
adtivity whilst vigting the Nationd Recregtion Area The dominant activities at
secondary Stes were hiking, sghtseeing, and mountain biking. Hiking was particularly
popular, with 84% of respondents reporting that they had, or planned to, hike during their
vigt to the SMMNRA. However, jogging, bird watching, photography and picnicking
were aso relatively common activities (see Table 17 below).
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Table 17 User activities (secondary trails)

Activity (N=325) | % | Activity %
Sightseeing 62.2 | Horseback riding 52
Hiking 84.0 | Rock climbing 10.2
Picnicking 203 | Painting/ crafts 18
Mountain biking 222 | Photographing 16.6
Bird watching 148 | Sunbathing 74
Walking dog(s) 132 | Wading swimming 177
Jogging 185 | Other 95
Camping 9.8

The most often reported principa activity a secondary Stes however, was hiking with
mountain biking a popular, but comparatively much smaler second activity (see Table 18
and Figure 20 beow). Over hdf of al respondents indicated that hiking was their main
planned activity. Other activities such as sightseeing (7.2%), were less gpt to be cited as
vigtors principd activity a the SMMNRA.

Table 18 Principal activity

Principal activity of secondary trail
visitors
Activity (N=318) | % Hiking '
— Mountain biking _:|
H”.(mg. _ %53 Sightseeing _:|
M ountain biking 148 Jogging _:|
Jogging 47 Picnicking [
Sightseeing 72 Horseback riding 1]
Dogwalking 31 Dogwalking [ T T )
Horseback ridi ng 31 0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0%
Picnicking 41
Total 92.3 . .. i .
Figure 20  Principal trail user activity
Reason for visit to the SMMNRA

Survey respondents a secondary trail Sites provided a large variety of reasons for vidting
the SMMNRA (see Table 19 and Figure 21 beow). The mos frequently cited reason
was to be outdoors, closdy followed by the desire to exercise, the need to breathe fresh
ar, and the need to venture out to the SMMNRA to enjoy the scenic beauty. However,
amog 50% aso indicated that they came to see or hear wildlife; and close to two-thirds
to escape the city/suburbs and commune with nature. Socidizing with family or friends,
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experiencing fewer people, and engaging in adventure sports were dso reativey
COMMON reSPONSES.

On average, traill users at secondary trails had ether spent, or planned to spend, 2.85
hours & the SMMNRA. Almost two-thirds (59.8%) reported that the trail where the
survey had been adminigered was the trall that they normdly visted. However, over
80% indicated that they did, a times, vigt other trals in the mountans The average
number of vigts per month reported by respondents was six. This is comparatively quite
high, indicating tha many vidtors were regular tral usars. Almog three-quarters of
visgtors went to the SMMNRA on the weekend (75.4%) and two-thirds (62.5%) of
respondents preferred to vist in the morning. Summer was the most popular season in
which to vist, followed by spring then fal. However, dmost haf of respondents (43.4%)
a0 vigted the SMMNRA throughout al seasons.

Table 19 Reason for visit

Reason for NRA visit: secondary trails
Reason (N=320) % I
. Outdoors |
To exercise 80.6 . | | | |
Exercise | I I I

To be outdoors 90.2 Freshair | | | | |
To enjoy the quiet 70.2 Scenic beauty | | | | I
To breathe fresh air 778 Quiet | |
To see wildflowers 392 Escape city |

N
Tosee/ hear wildlife 471 awre |

Wildlife |
To enjoy scenic beauty 75.7 Solitude

. |
To escape the city / suburbs 58.2 Wildflowers |
To commune with nature 56.9 Socializing |
To experience fewer people 455 sport =
- Companion animals [
To attend and organized event 49 Nature education [T
To undertake school research 0.6 Event @
To engage in adventure sports 182 Other !
To be with companion animals 145 Research
. - . . . 0 20 40 60 80 100

To sociaize with family / friends 37.8
To educate children about nature 71
Other 18 Figure21  Reason for visit

Insofar as individua user groups are concerned, mountain bikers and eguestrians were
the mog likdy to regularly vist the same trail, whilst picnickers were inclined to vist
other trails within the SMMNRA. Hikers, joggers, sightseers and dog walkers al reported
regular use of the surveyed trailhead, with occasond forays to other trals (refer to
Appendix 4b for data). Equestrians were dso the most regular vistors to the SMMNRA
with on average 4 vidts per week. Dog wakers amilarly reported very high vidtation
rates - approximately 3 vists per week, and joggers on average visted twice weekly. On



the other hand, dghtseers and picnickers on average visted only twice a month. It is
interesting that equestrians were aso the most regular seasond users of the SMMNRA,
with 90% of equedtrians who were surveyed visdting during the fdl, winter and soring
and 100% in the summer. On the other end of the spectrum, the seasonad use of the
SMMNRA by dghtseers was both vaiable and low. As with the overdl survey, the
season in which Sghtseers vigited least frequently was winter.

Local park use

Respondents were also asked about their use of secondary or neighborhood parks,
and why they vidted such parks rather than the SMMNRA. Although the SMMNRA is a
large-scale regiond recrestion ares, it is Stuated in close proximity to adjacent urban
communities. For this reason, it is conceveable that many tral users condder the
SMMNRA as thelr locd park and use it accordingly. However, only 35.4 % indicated
that they never used local or neighborhood parks (Table 20 and Figure 22 below). The
average number of vidts to the loca park was dso comparatively high with respondents
usng ther locd pak about 4 times a month. Approximatey hadf of the respondents
favored local parks when they had limited time (51.7%), about a third (35.7%) because
such parks were more accessible, and over a quarter (26.8%) because they provided
different recreationd opportunities. Only 12.3% of respondents indicated that loca parks
were easer to take children for recrestiona activities.

User group anadlys's

When examined by user group, some interesting results were found (Appendix 4b
presents data for user groups). Notably 30% equestrians reported never vigting a locd
park and 40% of equestrians said they only visted their loca or neighborhood park to
experience different recreationd opportunities, as did 46.2% of picnickers. Dog wakers
reported usng their locd pak due to limited time (30%) and easier access (30%).
Finaly, amost 60% of hikers, mountain bikers and Sghtseers reported that they vist
their loca park in preference to the SMMNRA only due to time congraints.

Table 20Reason for local park visit -
Reason for local park visit: secondary
trails
Reason (N: 325) % Community gardening
Limited time 517 Other
Easier access 3K.7 See friends
- : " G i
Different recreation opportunities 26.8 foup recreation
- - Bring children
Community gardening 15 ) )
- — Alternative recreation
Group recreation opportunities 83 i
Easier access
See neighborhood friends 74 o
Limited time
Easier to take children 12.3 0 20 40 60
Other 34

Figure 22 Reason for local park visit
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Environmental knowledge and sources of information

Respondents obtained information about the Santa Monica Mountains, and ther
flora and fauna, from a wide variety of sources. The most commonly cited ways of
learning about the area was through nature observation and by reading books and
magazines. But clearly SMMNRA sgns and brochures were dso important information
sources (refer to Table 21 below). In addition, previous vists and information provided
by family and friends were frequently cited sources of information. Approximady a
third (29.2%) of respondents indicated that they lived in the vicinity and thus knew about
the mountains from their daily experience.

Table21 Sourcesof natureinformation

Reason (N=325) % | Reason %
Ranger-led nature walks 86 | Television 19.7
School 16.3 | Previousvisits 354
Park brochures 317 | Family/friends 357
Park signs 332 | Liveinthearea 29.2
Nature observation 47.1 | Organized groups 8.6
Books 418 | Internet 18
Magazines 26.2 | Other 12

User group knowledge sources

When data for secondary trails are examined based upon user groups, equestrians once
agan emerge as an unusud group. A consderable proportion (30%) of equestrians
reported that they derived ther information from ranger-led nature walks. They dso cited
park brochures (30%) as a source of information about nature in the mountains and nature
observation (30%). However, he most notable group was dog wakers, with 70% citing
nature obsarvation as a source of information, and roughly haf aso reporting park signs
and books as important sources of information. It is dso interesting that over two-thirds
(66%0) of joggers reported books as an important source of knowledge about the Santa
MonicaMountains. Full dataisavalablein Appendix 4b.

Reasons for protecting the mountains

As far as user's atitudes towards nature are concerned, over hdf of the
respondents (56.3%) expressed ecocentric attitudes. Anthropocentric views were much
less common, with only a fifth of respondents prioritizing recregtion as the main reason
to protect the mountains (see Table 22 and Figure 23 beow). However, a fifth of
respondents were unwilling to choose one of the options (despite survey directions),
suggesting that they placed an equivdent vauation on both habitat and recrestion.
Analyzed by user group, over 70% of sightseers expressed ecocentric attitudes, as did
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60% of hikers and just over hdf (53%) of the mountain bikers and joggers surveyed.
Equestrians were the group that most strongly favored recregtion opportunities as the
reason to protect the mountains (40%). Full datais available in Appendix 4b.

Table 22 Protection of SMMNRA Secondary trails: protection

reasons

0.6% 19.4%

Reason (N: 325) % 20.9% U Recreation

To provide recreational opportunities 209 Habitat

'al;:? rg;iosvi de habitat for plants and 56.3 (’\)‘i’h(e":i”ion
— O Both

No opinion 25 o

Other 0.6

Both 194

To provide recreational opportunities 209

Figure 23 Protection reasons

User Group Interaction Patterns

Questions were placed on the survey asking respondents if they felt that other
users on the trails affected their experience. Indeed, 75.6% of those surveyed indicated
that their traill vidts were influenced by the presence, activities, or behavior of other tral
users. Nonetheless, this was not necessarily due to negative impacts hiking and
running/jogging were, on average, seen somewhat postively, whereas mountain biking,
equestrian activities, picnicking, and dog waking were seen as ranging from neutrd to
somewha pogtive (Table 23). Many respondents reported that even though they had
negaive experiences with some types of activities, the numbers of problematic incidents
was vey gmdl, and they were unwilling to complan &bout incidents tha were
infrequent.

Table23  Impact of trail user behaviors

Qu. 9b: Impact of other userson trail experience

Category = | Mean

Mountain biking 232 352 Key

Horseback riding 225 3901

Hiking 238 | aes | © = Srongly positive
—— 4 = Somewhat positive

Running / jogging 231 456 3 = Neither

Picnicking 231 421 | 2 = somewhat negative

Dog walking 232 361 1 = strongly negative

Other 33 2.30
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Nevertheless, respondents did note that some traill user activities presented problems,
even if this was infrequently (see Table 23 and Figure 24 below). The most often-cited
problem was leaving anima wastes. Uncooperative behavior, such as rudeness or
unwillingness to yidd on the tral, was the second most frequently reported problem.
Given that the predominant activity & secondary tralls was hiking the above-mentioned
problems are perhaps unsurprisng. Hikers appeared more likely to object to other users
when their expectations were that the trall should be primarily used for hiking. Other
types of problems however, were important when examined together. For example, over
a quarter of the respondents were concerned that trail users activities either damaged
plants or frightened animas, corroborating the finding that many tral users atitudes
were ecocentric. Other complaints included potentia for collisons and resulting injury
(@mogt one-fifth reported this as a problem), as well as litter, being Sartled by other
people, and excessve noise from some. Interestingly, encountering dogs off leash was
cited as a problem for only 1.5% of respondents.

Table23  Reason for negative impact

Reason for negative impact: secondary
trails
= 0,

Reason (N=325) ) s f
Damage plants 21.8 other
Uncooperative behavior 258 S

care horses
Frighten wildlife 20.0 Make too much noise
Startl € peopl € 203 Potential collisions / injury
Make too much noise 16.6 Frighten wildife
Litter 231 Startle people
Scare horses 6.2 Damage plants
Leave animal wastes 265 Litter
Potential collisions/ injury 194 Uncooperative befavior
Other 3 4 Leave animal wastes
Dogs off leash 15 0 5 10 15 20 25 30

Figure 24 Reason for negative impact
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Mode of transit and barriers to access

On average, it took vidtors over haf an hour to get to secondary trals (35 minutes).
Almog dl vistors arived by automobile (88.6%) and those who did not come by car
traveled to the SMMMNRA by waking or jogging (5.5%), by bicyce (3.1%) or by
horseback (1.29). These results suggest that access to the SMMNRA via public
trangportation is unavalable or sufficiently time-consuming and/or inconvenient to
judtify regular use. A lack of public transport may condtitute a barrier to access for those
people who are under-represented in the survey sample, and this has equity implications
that need to be taken into account during future trail management planning exercises (see
Section 6 of the report).

Less than 2% of vidtors surveyed a secondary trals reported having a physicd
disability, but a dightly higher proportion (6%) reported that they had experienced some
sort of barier to tral use unrdlaied to their physica condition at the survey location.
Some respondents (8%) also reported experiencing barriers to access a other SMMNRA
locations.

Primary (Destination) Trails
User demographics

The median age of survey respondents a primary or dedtination trals was 41
years of age, with a sex raio of 58.4% mades to 41.6% femae vigtors. Approximately
30% of respondents reported having children under 18 years of age, with a median of 2
children. These vaues were consstent with the digtribution of household types reported,
which were 31.5% single and 27.9% couples without children under 18, leaving 20.2% of
repondents in the two parents with children under 18 category. A much smadler
proportion of the sample was comprised of single parents with children under 18 and
people living in multigenerationd households. They condituted only 5.1% and 7.2%

respectively.

Respondents at the primary / dedtination trails were dightly more affluent than those who
used secondary trails, with only 19.9% reporting annua incomes below $50,000 and
dmost 60% faling within the $50,001 to $200,000 income range. However, dightly
fewer respondents earned over $200, 000 (9.7%) when compared with those who visited
secondary trails. The rate of home ownership (63%) is comparable with that of secondary
trall users, asistheratio of vistors with a college education (86.6%).

Eleven percent of respondents a the dedinaion trals identified themsdves as Hispanic
or Latino, while 73% of respondents reported their race as white. Asans comprised 5.3%
of dedtination trail users and only 1.9 % dtated that they were black or African- American.
An even smdler fraction - just 1.2% were Native American and only 0.2 % were Native
Hawaiian or Pecific Idander. Notably, dmost a fifth (17%) of respondents did not wish
to dentify themsdves as bdonging to any paticular racid group. As far as ndiondity is
concerned, over 78% of people surveyed were born in the United States, with the next
most frequent countries of origin being Iran (1.7%), Canada (1.2%) and England (1%).
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However, vidtors to the primary trals came from a wide vaiety of countries,
representing 45 different nationdities (see Appendix 5a). For those respondents born
outsde of the USA, the median resdency was amost 24 years. With regard to language,
approximately 80 percent of vidtors spoke English a home, while 2.4% reported
goesking English and Spanish and 1.7% reported spesking only Spanish. Interestingly,
7.7% of respondents stated that they were Amharic speskers.

User visitation rates and patterns

Of the 587 survey respondents a the degtination trail Stes, nearly 89.7% were return
vigitors (see Table 25 and Figure 25 beow). A third of vigtors (30.7%) came to the trall
by themsdves, a quarter (24.8%) came with family members, over a third (33.6%) were
with friends and only 7% were with friends and family. Very few vistors came to the
tralls with an organized group or club. The median group sSize was 3 people and 271
respondents brought pets or companion animas to the trail with them.

Table25 Primary trail vigtation

Primary trail visitation

Visitor type (N=587) %
Return visitors 89.7 10.3% o

- — @ First time
Frs time vidtors 10.3 V visitors
Totd 100.0 Return

visitors

89.7%

Figure 25 Primary trail visitation

User activities

The most popular activities on the dedtinaion trals were hiking (73 %), sghtseeing (52
%), mountain biking (28 %), and jogging (24 %). Bird watching, picnicking, walking
dogs and photography were dl somewhat popular pursuits (Table 26).

Table 26 User activities

- Qu. 2a: Activitiesengaged in during visit

Activity (N=587) | % Activity %
Sightseeing 51.1 | Horseback riding 49
Hiking 73.6 | Rock climbing 70
Picnicking 13.8 | Painting/ crafts 15
Mountain biking 28.6 | Photographing 112
Bird watching 16.7 | Sunbathing 44
Walking dog(s) 15.8 | Wading swimming 31
Jogging 239 | Other 6.8
Camping 7.8
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As far as principd planned activity was concerned, hiking was the most popular pursuit,
chosen by 463 % of vidtors. Mountain biking was the next most frequently listed
principd activity (20.9%) followed by jogging, which was sdected by just over 10% of
degtination trail users who responded to the survey (see Table 27 and Figure 26 below).

Table27 Princ paj aCtIVIty Principal activity of primary trail
Qu. 2b: Principal activity during visit visitors
Activity (N=261) % ing | |
Hiking 463 Mountain biking ]
Mountain biking 209 T
Jogging
Jogging 10.2 . :l
Dog walking
Sightseeing 54 1
Sightseeing :l
Dog walking 56 N :|
lorseback riding
Horseback riding 35 1
Picnicking
Ricnicking 20 P
Total 93.9
Figure 26 Primary trails: main activity
Reason for visit to the SMMNRA

The most common reasons given for visting the SMMNRA were, in descending order, to
be outdoors, to exercise, to enjoy scenic beauty, to breathe fresh air, and to enjoy the
quiet (see Table 28 and Figure 27 beow). Communing with nature, escaping from the
city/suburbs and to see / hear wildlife were dso important reasons for vidting destination
tralls, indicating that many respondents find that trail vidts are a way to discover serenity
and enjoy nature within the city limits.

On average, survey respondents either spent or planned to spend 2.31 hours on the
primary trals. Almost 80% of respondents indicated that the trall where they were
surveyed was the trall they normdly visted, but most interestingly only 30% reported
that they visted other trails in the Nationd Recregtion Area. The frequency of vidts was
quite high, with the average vidts beng amost eight per month. Respondents reported
that they visted most often in the summer and soring, and mosly on weekends
especidly in the morning.

In regard to the user groups vidtation behaviors, dog wakers (96.9%), equestrians
(95%) and joggers (92.6%) were the most regular and consstent users of the primary
tralls, preferring to return to the same tral rather than vidting other trals. As with the
secondary trails, picnickers reported a strong tendency to vist other trails, with only 22%
returning to the surveyed trall on a regular bass. Dog wakers were dso the most
frequent vidtors, averaging dmost 3 vigts per week. Equedrians were likewise frequent
vigtors averaging dmogt 3 vidts per week and joggers regularly visted more than twice
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a week. Picnickers and sightseers were less frequent visitors, coming to degtination trails
within the SMMNRA on average twice a month. In tems of seasond vistation,
equedrians conggtently visit during al seesons with a dightly lower vidtation rate in
winter. Dog walkers were adso consgtent vistors across dl seasons. The greatest season
vaiation by user group occurred within picnickers  Although 66.7% of picnickers
reported vigting the dedinaion SMMNRA trals in the summer, this declined
precipitoudy to just 8.3% in the spring and fdl and no vidits were reported for the winter.
In contrast to the secondary Sites, Sghtseers reported moderate vidtation rates year round.
For further details, refer to Appendix 5b.

Table28 Reason for visit

Qu. 3: Reason for visiting the
SMMNRA Reason for visit: primary trails
Reason (N=587) %
To exercise 86.7 Outdoors | | | — |
To be outdoors 87.2 Bxercise j———1—— !
To enjoy the quiet 639 Scenicbeauty | l

- Fresh air
To breathe fresh air 70.9 Quiet -E‘j
To see wildflowers 37.1 Escape city :
To see/ hear wildlife 472 Nature
To enjoy scenic beauty 727 Wildlife |
To escape the city / suburbs 518 Solitude |
To commune with nature 477 Widfowers
T - fewer peonle 371 Socializing |

0 experience .p p : Spors |
To attend and organized event 5.8 Comparion animals |1
To undertake school research 05 Nature education |2
To engage in adventure sports 182 Event [
To be with companion animals 135 Other [l
To socialize with family / friends 351 Research
0 20 40 60 80 100
To educate children about nature 82
Other 29 . . . . .
Figure 27 Reason for visit: primary trails

Local park use

On average, respondents reported that they vist loca or neighborhood parks four
times a month. The principad reason that respondents gave for vidting a locd or
neighborhood park, rather than the SMMNRA, was limited time. Eader access and
different recreation opportunities were dso frequently listed reasons (see Table 28 and
Figure 28 below).
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A consderably higher number of respondents (14%) for dedtination trails than for
secondary trails cited the ease of taking children to the park as a reason for visting the
loca pak in preference to the National Recregtion Area. This evidence supports the
assrtion that secondary trails within the SMMNRA ae used as a subditute for
neighborhood parks.

Table2d R n for local park visit Reason for local park visit: primary trails

Qu. 6a: Reason for visiting local

or neighborhood park . _

Reason (N: 587) % Community gardening

Limited time 472 Other

Easier access 325 Group recreation

- - See friend

Different recreation 264 ee friends

opportunities Bring children

Community gardening 1.9 Alternative recreation

Group recreation opportunities 78 Easier access

See neighborhood friends 8.0 Limited time |

Easier to take children 14.0 0 0 20 30 4 50

Other 37 . o

Figure 28 Reason for local park visit

User group andysis

For primary gtes, the user group data pertaining to local park vists is characterized by
quite different petterns to that for secondary dtes. Mot interestingly, the patterns for
primary pak use reflect the regiond nature of the trailheads. Whereas for secondary
trailhead Stes there were severd user groups characterized by a significant percentage of
individuads who reported never vigting their locd park, or only when time was limited,
or for different recreationd opportunities (for example equestrians and dog wakers), the
user group data for primary dtes emphasizes their regiona function. Although a high
proportion of equestrians (30%) till reported never vidgting their locd park, dl other user
groups were below 15% for non-use of local parks.

Instead, the category that received proportiondly greater atention from tral users was
different recregtional opportunities. Hikers, mountain bikers, joggers, sSightseers and
equedtrians al had sdection rates above 20% for this category, with many groups
goproaching 30% of ther condituency reporting that they sought different recrestiond
opportunities in ther locd paks. The group with the highest compostion for this
category was picnickers (41.7%). The most frequently lised reason for vigting loca
parks ingtead of the Nationd Recredtion Area, across al user groups, was limited time.
This was followed by esser access and then different recrestiond opportunities. Almost
haf of the dghtseers surveyed a primary Sites (48.4%) reported using their loca parks
due to limited time and easer access. Complete cross-tabulated data are presented in
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Appendix 5b). ‘Picnickers was the group with the highest proportion reporting that they
vigted their local parksfor group recreational opportunities.

Environmental knowledge and sour ces of information

The most frequently indicated sources of knowledge about the Santa Monica Mountains
wildlife were nature observation, books, and previous visits. However, as with secondary
trals, pak sgns and park brochures were dso important sources of information for
respondents, as was information derived from living in the area (Table 30). Interestingly,
school was cited by a fifth of respondents as a source of information, a higher rate than
for the overdl survey results, and a dightly higher rate than the secondary trailheads.
Ranger-led nature waks played a dightly more important role as they did a secondary
trailheads, perhaps due to the prominent nature of destination trailheads.

User group knowledge sources

Examining this data by user group reveds that equestrians reported the highest reliance
on nature observation (60%). This was a noticesble difference when compared to
secondary trailheads, where dog walkers reported the highest rdiance. At secondary
trallheads only 30% of equedtrians listed nature observation as an important source of
information. Dog walkers (46.9%) and hikers (49.2%) aso responded that they depended
more on nature observation. Hikers depended nost strongly on ranger led nature walks,
gghtseers and picnickers most strongly on school, as did mountain bikers and hikers
upon park brochures and hikers, mountain bikers and joggers upon park signs (refer to
Appendix 5b).

Table 30 Sour ces of natureinformation

| Qu. 7: Source of knowledge of SMM fauna and flora

Reason (N=587) % | Reason %
Ranger-led nature walks 104 | Television 223
School 218 | Previousvisits 359
Park brochures 322 | Family/friends 315
Park signs 337 | Liveinthearea 313
Nature observation 455 | Organized groups 5.6
Books 395 | Internet 15
Magazines 293 | Other 22

Reasons for protecting the mountains

Just over haf of the respondents at destination trails exhibited ecocentric attitudes toward
Santa Monica Mountains. The protection of plants and animas was very important to
respondents, with 51.4% citing habitat preservetion as the most important reason for
protection. Only a fifth (22.7%) of respondents cited recreation as the key reason for
protection (see Table 31 and Figure 29 below). Approximatdy twenty-three percent of
respondents were not willing to sdect ecocentric or anthropocentric  priorities
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exclusvely. They answered that both reasons were equally important. The user groups
exhibiting the drongest ecocentric atitudes were hikers, joggers, Sghtseers and
picnickers, dl with about 60% of respondents favoring this option. The user groups with
the most anthropocentric attitudes a primary trailheads were dog wakers and mountain
bikers, each with about 40% of respondents favoring this reason.

Table31 Protection of SMMNRA

Qu. 8: Reason to protect Santa
Monica M ountains

Primary trails: protection of
mountains

Reason (N=587) % B Recreation
To provide recreational 227 )
opportunities Habitat

To provide habitat for 514 .
plants and animals U No opinion
No opinion 17 o

Other 05 Other

Both 228 HE Both

Total 99.1

Figure 29 Reason for protection
User Group Interaction Patterns

Approximately 80% of survey respondents indicated that other users impacted ther trall
experience, dthough the impacts were just as often postive as negaive. Mountain biking
received the most negative reviews, averaging between somewhat negative and neutrd
and dog waking was dso not as favorably perceived as other activities. Horseback riding
hiking, running and jogging, and picnicking had mean scores between somewhat postive
and grongly podgtive levels (Table 32). As might be expected, average scores of different
activity groups were congdently lower when the those users sdf-ratings were excluded
from the mean, suggeding that user groups often have a more podtive view of felow
users than others do of them.

Table32 Impact of trail user behaviors

Qu. 9b: Strength of impact of other userson trail experience

Category = | Mean
Mountain biking 445 366 Key
Horseback riding 435 414

5= Srongly positive

Hiki 450 457 s

! '”9 — 4 = Somewhat positive
Running / jogging 443 4.42 3= Neither
Picnicking 440 432 | 2 = Somewhat negative
Dog walking 446 368 | 1= strongly negative
Other 46 209
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Among the reasons given for negative impacts, uncooperative behavior was the mogt
common, followed by leaving animd wastes, sartling people and leaving litter on trals
(Table 33 and Figure 30). Although the top complaints were behaviors that obvioudy
impacted the recreational experience, there was ds0 clearly a strong sengtivity to the
effects of trail users upon wildlife and its habitat.

Table33 Reason for negative impact

Qu. 9c: Why do other trail user Reason for negative impact: primary
activities present a problem trails
Reason (N=587) %
Damage plants 172 oer
Uncooperative behavior 278 e orses
Make too much noise
Frighten wildlife 165 l
Frighten wildlife
Startle people 20.6
Damage plants
Make too much noise 14.7 , .
Potential collisions / injury
Litter 20.3 Liter
Scare horses 58 Startle people
Leave animal wastes 235 Leave animal wastes
Potential collisions/ injury 194 Uncooperative behavior
Other 37 0 5 © 15 20 25
Figure 30 Reasons for negative impact
Mode of transit

The median travel time for survey respondents was dmost 24 minutes. This is
surprising when compared to secondary trailheads where the median travel time was 35
minutes. Initidly one would think that primary tralheads would have a larger caicchment
area due to regiond attractions a many of the trailheads — such as Paramount Ranch, and
hence longer travel times. However, it appears that people were willing to travel longer to
vist more secluded or less popular trals. Almost 91% of trall users arived by privae
car, truck, SUV, or van. However, 4.4% walked or jogged to the trailhead, and over 3.9%
biked. Less than 1% of trall users at degtination / primary trails arrived on horseback.
None of the trall users surveyed arrived via public or group trangportation, which is an
issue that warrants further atention in future planning for the SMMNRA.

Barriersto access
Only 2% of survey respondents reported a physcd disability, but amost 5%
indicated that they had experienced bariers to access a their survey location.

Approximately 9% of respondents aso reported encountering encountered barriers at
other Nationa Recregtion Areatrails, clearly an issue that warrants further investigation.
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Eastern and Western Trails

There is an extengve network of tralls within the SMMMNRA, providing good
access to much of the SMMNRA. These trals are located within the area bounded by
Point Mugu at the western extremity of the SMMNRA, to the Hollywood didtrict of the
City of Los Angdes a the eastern extent. In generd, western trail Stes are proximate to
the suburban communities of the San Fernando and Congo Vdleys, and affluent aress of
Santa Monica, Mdibu, and West Los Angeles. The western Stes that we identified were
also based upon a combination of sSze determined by observed count numbers and survey
returns over 30 surveys. Eagtern dtes, in contrast, are closer to the dense urban
communities of metropolitan Los Angeles, and the centrd and eastern portions of the San
Fernando Vadley (see Figure 31 below). We consider survey responses from these two
portions of the SMMNRA spaady, with a view towards making meaningful
recommendations for future trail managemen.

The western, and much larger portion of the SMMNRA, is comprised of those trail Stes
west of Topanga Canyon Boulevard, illustrated in Table 34 below.

Table34 Western Trails

Trail Trail name
number
44 Rancho SeraVida
8 Paramount Ranch
43 Cheeseboro Canyon (inner & outer lots)
22 Sycamore Canyon
21 Malibu Creek State Park

Western Portion of SMMNRA

CONEJO VALLEY

OXNARD PLANS

POINT MUGU

POINTDUWE

N
Trailheads
/\/ Major Highways w E
s

State Roads

We§[ern Portion‘ 0 5 10 Miles
[ National Recreation Area ————]

Figure 31  Western portion of SMMNRA
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The eastern portion (Table 25 and Figure 32), east of the Topanga Canyon Boulevard,
includes:

Table35 Eastern Trails

Trail number Trail name
45 Franklin Canyon
40 Runyon Canyon
36 Wilacre
32 Temesca Gateway Park
17 Topanga State Park - Trippet Ranch

Eastern Portion of SMMNRA

Trai lheads
Major Highways MONICA
/\/ stateRoads BAY
[ Eastern Pation

[ National Recreation Area

4 Miles

Figure 32 Eastern portion of SMMNRA

Despite the much larger number of trall dtes in the western portion of the SVIMNRA,
usage rates of the eastern dtes are very high. Sample sizes for the western and eastern
portions of the SMMNRA were 320 and 267 respectively.

Comparison of thetrails

The demographics of users a trails in these two regions of the SMMNRA differed
ggnificantly. Mdes were over-represented at western trail Sites, and western respondents
were nore gpt to have children under 18, less likely to live in single person households or
with unrelated adults. eastern trail respondents were far less affluent, and less gpt to be
homeowners, dthough more had attended or graduated from college, and the respondent
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sample from these trailheads was more racidly and ethnicdly diverse, and included more
immigrants. At both gtes, immigrants were long-term US residents.

Certain user vidtaion patterns were amilar, with most respondents in both regions being
return vigtors, and most ariving ether done, or with family or friends. However activity
patterns varied sharply, with hiking being far more common a the eastern dtes, adong
with dog waking. Mountain biking was far less frequent. Although reasons for visting
the tralls were damilar, there were differences that might be expected given tha the
eadtern gtes are closer to heavily urbanized areas — reasons associated with getting away
from the city and enjoying various aspects of nature were somewha more important to
eadtern Ste users. Vidts were longer anong western Site users, and they were more apt to
vigt other trails, but on average users of trals in both regions visited 4 times per month.
Reasons for vidting a loca or neighborhood park, as well as frequency of such vigts,
were quite amilar, dthough eastern trall vistors were less gpt to indicaie that different
recreation opportunities drew them to loca parks rather than the SMMNRA.

Turning to atitudes toward the Santa Monica Mountains, sources of knowledge varied
somewhat between respondents surveyed at Stes in the two regions, with school, ranger-
led walks, park brochures and signs, and books being less often cited as sources among
those at eastern trailheads. eastern dte respondents were, however, somewhat more apt to
cite habitat protection for plants and animas as the primary reason for protecting the
Santa Monica Mountains.

Smilar shares of users indicated that other trail users impacted their experience
However, respondents from the eastern Stes expressed more negative influences with
respect to mountain biking. This might be due to high rates of trall congestion on eastern
trailhead locations. The nature of problems cited did, indeed, vary between the two
regions trallhead dtes. eastern respondents were more likely to be concerned about plant
damage, frightening wildlife and people, noise, but were especidly apt to cite litter and
anima wadte as problems.

Reflecting the more urban aspect of eastern trails, median travel times to the SMMNRA
were lower than for respondents at western trails, but travel modes were smilar. Slightly

more respondents reported a physica disability at the eastern dtes, but the incidence of
barrierswas smilar.

A complete set of tables on results from both the western and eastern portions of the
SMMNRA are presented in Appendices 6ato 7b.

Western Trails
User demographics
The median age of trail users who responded to the survey was 41, and amost two-thirds

were men. Only 37% reported having children; those who did on average had two
children. This is not surprisng, given the digtribution of household types in the sample. A
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quarter of respondents were in single person households, and 28% were in two-person
households without children.

Most respondents were affluent, with less than 15% reporting household incomes of less
that $50,000. In fact, over 55% had household incomes of $75,000 or more, and 10%
were in the $200,000 plus range. Reflecting the reative affluence of the sample's
respondents, over 70% owned their homes, and over 80% had attended or graduated from
college.

With respect to racelethnicity, immigration datus, and duration of resdence in the US
only about 11% of respondents identified themsdlves as Latino or Higpanic; three-
quarters of the respondents consdered themsdves white. Less than 6% were Asian, and
Africanr Americans condtituted less than 1% of the sample at these western stes. Thus not
aurprisngly, over 80% were native-born, with the remainder originating (in dedining
rank order) from the United Kingdom, Canada, Mexico, Itdy, the Philippines, and other
countries. On average, respondents who were not native-born had lived in the US for 20
years. Over 90% spoke English a home, with mogt of the smdl remander spesking
Spanish.

User visitation rates and patterns

At these dtes, 320 respondents completed surveys. The vast mgority were return users
(Figure 33).

Western trail visitation

12%
O First time
visitors

Return
visitors

88%

Figure 33  Visitation on Western Trails

Many people (over 25%) arived ether on their own, or with a smal number of people;
the median group size was 2. Altogether, 166 animds (mostly dogs) dso accompanied
trall vistors. The most common type of group was composed of friends (35%), followed
by family (27%).

The dominant activities a these dtes were hiking, dghtseeing, and mountain biking.
Hiking was particularly popular, with amost 60% of respondents reporting that they had,
or planned to, hike during their vist to the SMMMNRA. However, jogging, bird watching,
photography and picnicking were dso relatively common activities (Table 36).
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Table 36 User activities

Qu. 2a: Activitiesengaged in during visit

Activity (N=320) % | Activity %
Sghtseaing 50.0 | Horseback riding 7.5
Hiking 59.4 | Rock dlimbing 7.5
Picnicking 13.4 | Painting / crafts 1.6
Mountain biking 42.8 | Photographing 12.2
Bird watching 16.9 | Sunbathing 2.5
Walking dog(s) 10.3 | Wading / svimming 5.0
Jogging 21.9 | Other 6.9
Camping 10.3

The most common single activity, however, was mountain biking, with over a third of dl
respondents indicating that this was their man planned activity. Hiking was a close
second, but other activities were much less gpt to be cited as ther principa activity a the
SMMNRA (Table 37 and Figure 34).

Table 37 Princi paI activity Primary activity of Western trail visitors
Qu. 2b: Principal activity during vist ;
Activity (N=309) % Mountain biking | |
Hiking 29.8 Hiking | |
Mountain b|k|ng 34.6 Jogging [ |
Jogging 117 ore |
Sghtseaing 6.8 . ':I
DOg wa klng 19 Sightseeing _:l
Horseback ridi ng 5.2 Horseback riding :I
ch|ck|ng 26 Picnicking _:|
Other 7.4 Dogwaking [1]
Total 100.0 0 10 20 30 40

Figure 34 Principal activity

Survey respondents at western traill Stes provided a variety of reasons for vidting the
SMMNRA (Table 38 and Figure 35). The most oft-cited reason was to be outdoors,
closdly followed by the desre to exercise, breathe fresh ar, enjoy the quiet and enjoy
scenic beauty. However, between 40-50% aso indicated that they came to see or hear
wildlife, escape the city/suburbs, and commune with nature. Socidizing with family or
friends, experiencing fewer people, and engaging in adventure sports were dso reativey
COMMON responses (25-46%).
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Table38 Reason for vigit

Qu. 3: Reason for visiting the SMMNRA Reason for visit: Western trails

Reason (N=320) %

To exercise 84.4 Tobe outdo?rs ] ; ; ; ; ]

To be outdoors 85.9 Toexercise | '

To eﬂj oy the qui a 62.8 To enjoy scenic beauty ]

To breathe fresh air 68.8 Tobreahereshar

To see wildflowers 38.1 T;Z';Jszam;i

To see/ hear wildlife 50.0 Escapethe iy / sturts |

To eﬂj oy scenic beauty 734 Commune with nature %

To escape the city / suburbs 47.5 To see wildflowers |

To commune with nature 43.1 Socialize with family / friends |

To experience fewer people 34.4 Experience fewer people |

To attend and organized event 8.1 Adventuresports:

To undertake school research 0.6 Companion animals =1

To engage in adventure sports 25.6 Nature education il

To be with companion animals 13.1 Organized event (=3

To socidize with family / friends 36.6 Other

To educate children about nature 9.7 Schoolresearch

Other 34 0 20 40 60 80 100
Figure 35 Reason for visit

On average, trail users who responded to the survey had either spent, or planned to spend,
2 hours & the SMMNRA. Almogt three-quarters reported that the trailhead where the
survey had been administered was the trall that they normaly visted (74%). But a smilar
share indicated that they did, a times vigt other trals in the mountans. The average
number of vidts per month reported — four — was surprigngly high, indicaing that many
were regular, frequent trail users.

Respondents were dso asked about their use of loca or neighborhood parks, and why
they visited such parks rather than the SMMNRA. Because the SMMNRA, while being a
large-scde regiond recregtion area, is nonethdess in close proximity to adjacent urban
communities, it is concelvable that many users consder the SMMNRA as ther loca park
and use it accordingly. However, only 11% indicated that they never used loca or
neighborhood parks (Table 39 and Figure 36). Most favored loca parks when they had
limited time, because such parks were more accessible, and because they provided
different recregtiona opportunities. Almost one-fifth indicated that loca parks were
eader to take children for recreationd activities.
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Table39 Reason for local park visit Local park visit: Western Trails

Qu. 6a: Reason for visiting local or S
neighbor hood par k Limited time | ‘ | | |

Reason (N: 320) % Easier access ] |

L| m|taj tlme 466 Alternative recreation

o N/A / Don't visit
opportunities

See friends

Ewe’ access 338 Bring children 1

Different recrestion 31.3 ]
]
]

Community gardening 0.9 _

Group recreation opportunities 9.4 Grovp recteatn

See neighborhood friends 9.4 over [77]

Eader to take children 18.3 Community gardening ||

Other 5.0 0 D 20 30 40 50
Not gpplicable/ Don't vist 10.9

Figure 36 Local park visit

Despite the fact that dmost 90% of respondents indicated that they did use loca or
neighborhood parks to some extent, median vidits per month were haf that reported for
SMMNRA vigts.

Attitudes toward the Santa Monica Mountains

Respondents obtained information about the Santa Monica Mountains and their
flora and fauna from a wide vaiety of sources. The most commonly cited ways of
learning about the area was through nature observation, and by reading books. But clearly
SMMNRA dgns and brochures were important sources, as were previous vidts, and
information provided by family and friends Over one-third indicated that they lived in
the vicinity, and thus knew about the mountains from everyday experience (Table 40).

Table40 Sourcesof natureinformation

Qu. 7: Source of knowledge of SMM fauna and flora

Reason (N=320) % | Reason %
Ranger-led naturewaks | 13.4 | Televison 23.1
School 24.1 | Previousvidts 36.9
Park brochures 38.8 | Family / friends 32.2
Park Sgns 35.9 | Liveinthearea 35.9
Nature observation 45.3 | Organized groups 6.9
Books 43.1 | Internet 19
Magazines 30.0 | Other 3.1

Ecocentric attitudes toward nature were expressed by respondents;, anthropocentric views
were much less common. When asked about the most important reason to protect the
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Santa Monicas, dmogt hdf indicated that protection was judified in order to provide
habitat for plants and animas (Table 41 and Figure 37). Only 25% saw recreationa
opportunities afforded by the mountains as more critical as a rationde for protection.
Almogst a quarter, however, were unwilling to prioritize (despite survey directions),
uggesting that they placed an equivdent vauation on both habitat and recrestiond
purposes fulfilled by the Santa Monica Mountains.

Table4l Protection of SMMNRA Reason to protect mountains:

Western trails
Qu. 8: Reason to protect Santa 1% 2556
M onica M ountains @ Recreation
Reason (N=320) % SHabiat
Recredtion 24.7 e
opportunities mBoth
Habitat; flora& fauna 494 oNo opinion
Both 24.4

= Oth

No opinion 1.3 e
Other 0.6
Total 100

Figure 37 Reason to protect mountains

User group interaction patterns

Survey respondents were asked if other users on the tral impacted their
experience. Over three-quarters indicated that indeed, their trall vists were influenced by
the presence, activities, or behavior of other SMMNRA vistors. Nonetheless, this was
not necessxily due to negative impacts hiking and running/jogging were, on average,
seen somewhat postively, and mountain biking, equestrian activities, picnicking, and dog
waking were seen as ranging from neutrd to somewhat postive (Table 42). Anecdota
reports from many respondents suggest that even though respondents had negative
experiences with some types of activities, the overdl number of serious incidents was
vey sndl.

Table42 Impact of trail user behaviors

Qu. 9b: Strength of impact of other userson trail experience
Category N= | Mean | Exclusive

mean Key
Mountain biking 233 | 352 3.05
Horseback riding 222 | 3.52 3.44 5 = Srongly positive
Hiking 236 | 4.28 4.22 4 = Somewhat positive
Running / jogging 228 | 419 | 4.08 3 = Neither
Picnicking 227 382 [381 2= Somewnhat negative
Dog walking 228 [339 [3.39 1 = strongly negative
Other 18 2.22 *




Neverthdess, respondents did note that some trail user activities presented problems, if
infrequently (Table 43). The most frequently cited problem was uncooperative behavior,
such as rudeness, unwillingness to yield on the trail, and so on. Other ®rts of problems,
however, were important when taken together: for example, over a quarter of the
respondents were concerned that activities either damaged habitat or frightened animas —
reveding awareness of how trall users can degrade habitat and disupt wild animds.
Other complaints included potentid for collisons and resulting injury (dmost one-fifth
reported this as a problem), as wel as the presence of animad wastes and litter, users
dartling other people (and to a much lesser extent, horses), and users making excessve
noise. Encountering dogs off leash was only cited as a problem by 1% of the respondents.

Table 43 Reason for negative impact

Qu. 9c: Why do other trail user activities present a problem

Reason (N=320) %
Damage plants 13.8
Uncooperative behavior 27.5
Frighten wildlife 13.8
Startle people 184
Make too much noise 12.8
Litter 16.9
Scare horses 5.9
Leave animd wadtes 17.8
Potentia colligons/ injury 194
Dogs off leash 0.9
Other 4.4

User access to the SUMNRA

The median travel time for visitors who responded to the survey was 20 minutes.
Almogst 90% of users arived by private car, truck, sport utility vehicle, or van. The
remainder walked or jogged, and rode in on bicycles or horses. These results suggest that
access to the SMMNRA via public trangportation is ether not available, or sufficiently
time-consuming and/or inconvenient for regular use.

Barriersto access

Less than 2% of vidtors surveyed reported having a physcd disability, but a
dightly higher share (6%) reported that they had experienced some sort of barrier to trail
use unrdlated to the physica condition of the trall a the survey location, as wel as a
other SMMNRA sites (8%).
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Eagtern Trails
User Demographics

The median age of survey respondents at the eastern sites was 38, with a 51-49 percent
mde-femde split. Among the 21 percent of respondents with children under 18, a median
of two children was reported. These vaues were condgent with the digtribution of
household types reported, which were 38 percent single, 28 percent couples without
children under 18, leaving 14 percent two parents with children under 18, just 3 percent
sangle parents with children under 18, and 5 percent multigenerational households.

Respondents at the eastern Stes were less affluent than their western counterparts, with
26 percent reporting annual incomes below $50,000 and only 18 percent in the $150,000
and above range. The median income range was $75,000-$100,000. Although the 53
percent home ownership rate was consstert with lower income levels in the Eadt, the 90
percent college graduate rate was surprisingly high.

Twelve percent of respondents at the eastern sites identified themselves as Hispanic or
Latino, while 71 percent of respondents reported their race as white. Five percent of
respondents were Asan, 3 percent were Black or African-American, and 19 percent of
repondents did not wish to identify themsdves as bedonging to any paticular racid
group. Over 77 percent of people surveyed were born in the United States, with nearly 4
percent born in lIran, 2 percent from the United Kingdom, and nearly 2 percent from
Germany, followed by diminishing numbers from South Africa, France, and a notable 12
percent from other countries. The median number of years in the United States was 22 for
non-native born respondents. Almost 94 percent of people spoke English a home, while
9 percent reported speaking Spanish and nearly 3 percent each speaking Fars and French.

User visitation rates and patterns

Of the 267 survey respondents at the eastern sites, nearly 92 percent were return vigtors
(Table 44 and Figure 38).

Eastern trail visitation
Table44  Eastern trail visitation 6% B First
Visitor type (N=267) % & e
Frd time vigtors 8.2 Return
Return visitors 91.8 visitors
Totd 100.0 o2

Figure 38 Eastern trail visitation
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Thirty-seven percent of people came to the trailhead on their own, nearly 32 percent
came with friends, and 23 percent with family members The median group sze was 2
people, zero pets athough 105 respondents brought pets or companion animas to the
trailhead with them.

The most popular activities a the eastern trallhead dStes were hiking (90 percent),
gghtseeing (52 percent), jogging (26 percent), and waking dogs (23 percent). Bird
watching, picnicking, and mountain biking were somewhat popular pursuits (see Table

45 below).

Table45

User activities

Qu. 2a: Activitiesengaged in during visit

Activity (N=267) | % Activity %
Sghtseeing 52.4 | Horseback riding 1.9
Hiking 90.6 | Rock dimbing 6.4
Ricnicking 14.2 | Panting / créfts 1.5
Mountain biking 11.6 | Photographing 10.1
Bird watching 16.5 | Sunbathing 6.7
Walking dog(s) 22.5 | Wading/ snimming 0.7
Jogging 26.2 | Other 6.7
Camping 4.9

As far as primary planned activity, hiking was the most popular, chosen by 66 percent of
vigtors. Dog waking was the principd activity for 10 percent of tral users, followed by
jogging, chosen by over 8 percent of vistors (Table 46 and Figure 39).

Table46 Principal activity

Qu. 2b: Principal activity
during vist

Activity (N=261) %
Hiking 65.9
Mountain biking 4.6
Jogging 8.4
Sghtseeing 3.8
Dog waking 10.0
Horseback riding 1.5
Ficnicking 15
Other 4.3
Total 100.0

Dog walking
Jogging
Mountain biking
Other
Sightseeing
Picnicking

Horseback riding

Hiking |
:| 10
es
:| 46

Primary activity of Eastern trail users

65.9
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:| 38
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]15
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Figure 39

Principal trail use activity

The most common reasons given for vigting the SMMNRA were, in descending order, to
exercise, to be outdoors, to bregthe fresh air, and to enjoy scenic beauty (see Table 47
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and Figure 40 below). Between 50 and 70 percent cited the quiet, communing with
nature, and escape from the city/suburbs as reasons for their vidt, indicating that many
people find trail vidits to be a way to achieve a sense of peace and escape into nature
within city limits, in some cases jus a block away from a heavily commercidized urban
thoroughfare (Wilacre Park, adjacent to Ventura Boulevard).

Table47 Reason for visit

QU. 3: Reason for visiting the SMMNRA Reason for visiting: Eastern trails
Reason (N=267) % E—
To exercise 89.5 OE:tZ'z:)i I ——
To be outdoors 88.8 Eroch air ——1—1+
To enjoy the quiet 65.2 Scenic beattty E:—‘:IE‘E
To bregthe fresh ar 73.4 Quiet |
To see wildflowers 36.0 Escape city
To see/ hear wildlife 43.8 ToNature :%:
To enjoy scenic beauty 71.9 Wildlife |
To escape the city / suburbs 56.9 Solitude |
To commune with nature 53.2 W”df"’wers-f
- Socialize
To experience fewer people 404 Companion animals =3
To attend and organized event 3.0 sports |53
To undertake school research 0.4 Nature education [
To engage in adventure sports 9.4 Event i
To be with companion animas 13.9 Other [I
To socidize with family / friends 33.3 Research
To educate children about nature 6.4 ° W e s 00
Other 2.2

Figure 40 Reason for visit

On average, survey respondents either spent or planned to spend 1.5 hours on the trail.
Over 80 percent of respondents indicated that the trailhead where they were surveyed was
the trall they normdly vidted, but over 60 percent nonetheless reported that they visted
other trails in the SMMNRA as wdl. Thirteen percent said they never visted a loca or
neighborhood park instead of the SMMMNRA, dthough a sizable number of respondents
live 0 close to SMMNRA trailheads that that they consider the SMMNRA to be their
loca park. The top reason for vidting a local or neighborhood park rather than the
SMMNRA was limited time, followed by essier access and different recrestion
opportunities (Table 48 and Figure 41).
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Table48 Reason for local park visit
Qu. 6a: Reason for visiting local or
neighborhood park
Reason (N=267) %
Limited time 47.9
Easier access 311
Different recregtion 20.6 N
opportunities
Community gardening 3.0
Group recreation 6.0
opportunities Commu
See neighborhood friends 6.4
Easer to take children 11.2
Other 2.2
Not gpplicable/ Don't visit 13.1

Local park visit: Eastern trails

Limited time

Easier access

Alternative recreation

/A | Don't visit
Bring children

See friends

Group recreation

nity gardening
Other

60

Figure 41 Reason for local park visit

Despite the fact that dmost 90% of respondents indicated that they did use loca or
neighborhood parks to some extent, median visits per month were haf that reported for

SMMNRA visgts.

Attitudes toward the Santa Monica Mountains

The most frequently indicated sources of knowledge about Santa Monica Mountains
wildlife were nature observation, books, and previous vidts, dthough over a quarter of
respondents indicated that their knowledge came from living in the area (Tabl e 49).

Table49  Sourcesof natureinformation

Qu. 7: Source of knowledge of SMM fauna and flora

Reason (N=320) % | Reason %
Ranger-led naturewaks | 6.7 | Televison 21.3
School 19.1 | Previousvidts 34.8
Park brochures 24.3 | Family / friends 30.7
Park Sgns 31.1 | Liveinthearea 25.8
Nature observation 45.7 | Organized groups 4.1
Books 35.2 | Internet 11
Magazines 28.5 | Other 11

Ecocentric attitudes toward Santa Monica Mountains protection were strongly dominant,
with 54% citing habitat provison as the most important reason for protection and only 20
percent citing recregtion (Table 50 and Figure 42). Twenty-one percent of respondents
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were not willing to sdect ecocentric or anthropocentric priorities exclusvely, answering
that both reasons were equaly important.

Table50 Protection of SMMNRA

Qu. 8: Reason to protect Santa _ _
Monica Mountains Reason for protection: Eastern trails
Reason (N=267) % 0 O

Recreation 20.2 @ Recreation
opportunities 2.2% Habitat
Habitat: flora& fauna 53.9 @ Both
Both 21.0 21.0% O No opinion
No opinion 2.2 53.99 B Other
Other 0.4

Toid 100 Figure 42 Reason for protection

User group interaction patterns

Eighty percent of survey respondents indicated that other users impacted ther tral
experience, dthough the impacts were just as often podtive as negaive. Mountain biking
receved the most negative reviews, averaging between somewhat negetive and neutrd.
Horseback riding and dog walking were rated between neutrd and somewhat postive,
and picnicking, hiking, and jogging had mean scores between somewhat postive and
drongly pogtive levds (Table 51). As might be expected, average scores of different
activity groups were congdently lower when those users sdlf-ratings were excluded from
the mean, suggesting that user groups often have a more postive view of fdlow users
than others do of them.

Table51  Impact of trail user behaviors

Qu. 9b: Strength of impact of other userson trail experience
Category N= | Mean | Exclusive

mean Key
Mountain biking 180 | 2.90 2.83
Horseback riding 165 | 3.56 3.51 5 = Srongly positive
Hiking 204 | 468 |4.73 4 = Somewhat positive
Running / jogging 198 429 [4.27 3 = Neither
Picnicking 179 |4.07 [ 4.08 2 = Somewhat negative
Dog walking 198 [ 348 [3.40 1= strongly negative
Other 27 2.00 ol

Among the reasons given for negdive impacts, leaving animd wades was the most
common, followed by uncooperative behavior, leaving litter on trals, dartling other
people, and damaging plants (see Table 52 below). Although the top complaints were
behaviors that most immediately affect the recregtiond experience, there was dso clearly
agrong sengtivity to effects on qudity of wildlife habitat.
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Table52  Reason for negative impact

Qu. 9c: Why do other trail user activities present a problem

Reason (N=267) %
Damage plants 21.3
Uncooperétive behavior 28.1
Frighten wildlife 19.9
Startle people 23.2
Make too much noise 16.0
Litter 24.3
Scare horses 5.6
Leave animd wadtes 30.3
Potentia colligons/ injury 19.5
Dogs off leash 2.6
Other 3.0

User Access to the SMMNRA

The median travd time for survey respondents was 15 minutes. Ninety-two
percent of trail users arrived by private car, truck, SUV, or van, but a significant 5 percent
either walked or jogged to the trailhead, and over 2 percent biked, contributing to an
important minority of neighborhood resident users. None of the trall users surveyed
arrived via public or group trangportation.

Thirty-seven percent of people came to the trailhead on their own, nearly 32 percent
came with friends and 23 percent with family members. The median group sze was 2
people, zero pets athough 105 respondents brought pets or companion animas to the
trailhead with them.

Barriersto access

Nearly 3 percent of survey respondents had a physcd disability, and exactly 3
percent indicated that they had experienced barriers to access at their survey location.
Over 9 percent said they had encountered barriers at other SMMNRA sites.

Travd Patterns

One principa component of the survey was the determination of the distance that
vidtors were prepared to trave to utilize the Nationa Recrestion Area. Whils some
vigtors traveled from outside the United States, and some from interstate, they cannot be
consdered regular users, and were omitted from andyss. Vigtors traveling from cities as
far away as San Francisco and San Diego were aso omitted on this basis.

Data were gathered from each survey respondent regarding the nearest mgor intersection
to their origin (home, or in some cases, ancther location being the geographic point from
which the respondent dtarted their trip to the SMMNRA). This data was geo-coded,
meaning that it was mached agangd a discernable geographic location usng a
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Trail comparisons

Geographic Information System (GIS). This information is presented in Figure 43. The
result is a sngpshot view of the geogrgphic location of SMMNRA vidgtor origins.
However, by itsdf, this informaion is of limited vdue To fecilitaie a better
understanding of the distances that vistors are prepared to travel so as to use the
SMMNRA on a regular bass, it was necessary to cdculate the distance decay for the
SMMNRA.

Distance decay model

The range that regular visitors to the SMMNRA are prepared to travel varies as a
function of digance. The distance traveled has an inverse rdationship with the number of
vigtors, because there is a point a which disance from the SMMNRA becomes
prohibitive. Beyond that point, the frequency of park vistors drops off dramaticdly,
because it is not worth the time or stress to travel to the SMMNRA on a regular basis.
This is what is generdly known as disgance decay. Thus, many more vistors will use the
National Recregtion Area on a regular bass because they live in close proximity,
compared to those vigtors who have to travel a consderable distance. The areas in which
these vigitors reside can be regarded as the catchment for the National Recreation Area.

SMMNRA Trail User Travel Origins

e LEGEND
Ll _ ~ | @ Traitheads
®  LATrad Users

= .— - L B 5 o Orange County
i ; e Trail Users

Wentura County
Trail Users

Majar
Highways

Hilg v s

Bt i al
Recrsation
Bren

' Sources:
F 30T Street Data
Mahonal Park Sensics

USC Cenber for
Sustainabla Citlas

Figure 43  User Travel Origins to the SMMNRA
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Using the methods proposed by Taen (1998), frequencies of distances traveled by park
users were fitted to a gravity model (Darragh, et. ., 1983)'3. Absolute distances were
determined between the vidtor's point of origin and ther dedinaion within the
SMMNRA. A radius of circular catchment areas for each traillhead was determined by
taking the limit of the gravity modd as the frequency of visits drops to zerol* This
modified gravity modd was fitted to the survey data for each of the trailheads. The
results are illudrated in Figure 44 below. As can be seen, the critical point beyond which
travel becomes problematic is approximatdy 22 miles from the SMMNRA.

15
lg —— Visitor frequency
O T T T T T T T T T T T
[7p) NU) (@] o n AN 0 o 0
T2 42 Qo g2 ©O ¢9
° e og St Je XA E JE

Figure 44 Visitor Frequencies by Distance at Rancho Sierra Vista

Catchment determinations

The radius of catchment area for each primary traillheed was determined to be the
digance a which the frequency of vidtors dropped to zero. By extending a buffer of the
determined radius around each of the trailheads, an area is mapped tha contains al
origins that a park vistor could reasorebly travel from in order to vidt the particular
trailhead (see Table 53).

Table53 Catchment Radii

Catchment Radii for Large Sites

Ste Radius

(Miles)
Rancho SerraViga 18.8
Malibu Creek State Park 19.2
Sycamore Canyon 14.9
Paramount Ranch 26.6
Cheeseboro (Inner & Outer Lot) 16.7
Trippet Ranch 13.2
Franklin Canyon 6.6
Wilacre 6.0
Temescd Canyon 9.3
Runyon Canyon 8.2

13 This general principleissimply ‘the farther the distance, the fewer people willing to make the trip’.
14 Essentially, the gravity model, when thus constrained, becomes; V = aD® where V is the visitor
frequency, D isdistance, and aand 3 are parametersto be fitted.
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The catchment areas are generdly much larger from western dtes (Rancho Serra Vida,
Mdibu Creek State Park, Sycamore Canyon, Paramount Ranch, and Cheeseboro) than for
eastern gStes (Topanga State Park - Trippet Ranch, Franklin Canyon, Wilacre, Temesca
Canyon, and Runyon Canyon; see Figures 45 and 46 below). This observation concurs
with the determination tha many SMMNRA visitors, especidly vidstors to the esstern
Stes, view the SMMNRA as thar loca park. The westerns Stes, especidly Paramount
Ranch, have amore regiond draw.

An important condderdion in tral management plaoning is the notion of
representativeness. This is an evauation of how representetive SMMNRA vigtors are of
the overdl caichment area from which vidtors are drawn. In order to determine the
representativeness of park user demographics, it was fird necessary to determine the
caichment area of the SMMNRA, and from that determination gather a demographic
profile of potentiad park users (those resdents living insde catchment aress). After the
radius of the dircular catchment area™ for each primary trailheed was determined,
demographic information was gathered from the 1990 US Census using the zip codes
encompassed by the catchment area as the unit of measure.

Western Catchments
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Figure 45 Catchment Areas of Western Trailheads

Catchment demographics for western trails

The pak user demographics for western catchments (derived from 1990 US
census data) were skewed toward white, non-Hispanic, upper income individuds While

1> Determining a circular catchment area is problematic because, underlying the circular area is a
transportation network with nodes of population density. This pitfall is negated slightly due to the highly
developed, urban nature of the Los Angeles area, but it nonethel ess exists.
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the caichment demographics for each of the mgor western trailheads are roughly in line
with the demographics of Los Angeles County, whites are over-represented (comprising
75% of the park user population compared to 66% for the overall catchment) and people
of color are dgnificantly under-represented amongst SMMNRA vistors (in the survey
Asians comprised only 5.6%, African-Americans 0.9%, Hispanics 10.7% while other
races or respondents who did not wish to answer comprised 18.5%). Demographic
comparisons between catchment residents and the trailhead user data for people of color
ae reveding. Adan resdents in the western catchment comprised 9%, AfricatAmerican
catchment residents comprised 10% and Hispanic / Latino resdents comprised 27%.
Other races comprised 15% of the western catchment overal population. There is little
doubt that AfricanrAmerican and Latino resdents within the park catchment do not use
the SMMNRA to the same extent as their white counterparts.

Demographics SMMNRA Western Trails Demographics: Western Catchment
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Figure 46 Comparison of Trail Users and Catchment Demographics: West Trails

Perhaps more gtriking Hill, was the disparity between the average income of the
population resding in the catchment area compared to the average income of SMMNRA
vigtors derived from survey data While the average income of survey respondents was
between $100,000 and $125,000% the average annuad income of the population residing
in the catchment arealis only approximately $40,000.

Catchment demographics for easterntrails

Demographics for the catchment area of eastern trailheads were aso compiled
usng 1990 US Census data. Again the park user demographics were skewed toward
white, non-Hispanic, upper income individuds. Whites were over-represented
(comprising 71.2%"" of park users compared to 61% of the catchment population) and

18 This figure was calculated by converting the ordinal data gathered from the survey to numeric.
17 Note that this figure refersto eastern trail users, not the overall survey respondents.
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other races were under-represented (Asians 4.9%, AfricanrAmericans 3.0%, Hispanics
11.5% and other races or respondents who did not wish to answer comprised 21%).

Eastem Catchments
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Figure 47 Catchment Areas of Eastern Trailheads

Once agan, compaisons between people of color living within the eastern
catchment for the SMMNRA trails and the actud traill users are dramatic. With regard to
demographic comparisons with the trallheed data, Adan reddents in the caichment
comprised 10%, AfricanrAmerican catchment residents comprised 11% and Hispanic /
Latino resdents comprised 30%. Other races comprise 17% of catchment resdents. This
is a dgnificant disparity. It is evident that eadtern trail users are not representative of the
populetion living within the trail catchment area.

Demographics SMMNRA Eastern Trails Demographics: Eastern Catchment
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Figure 48 Comparison of Trail Users and Catchment Demographics: East Trails

Findly, in regard to comparison of average incomes between eastern trail users
and eagtern catchment demographics, it is clear that a disparity is once again present. The
average income of survey respondents visting esstern trailheeds was identica to survey
respondents vigting large western trallheads, and again, this income is much higher than
the average income of resdents of the eastern trails overdl caichment area, which was
$35,000 per annum — five thousand less than for their western catchment counterparts.

These data have implications for effective trall management. The patterns of park
use and leisure preferences identified in the literature review in Chapter 2 are confirmed
by this survey. There are evident disparities between the socio-economic characteristics
of tral users within the SMMNRA and the broader population resding within the
tralhead cachments. Clearly people of color are under-represented amongst the trall
users of the SMMNRA. Whether this is due to socid marginaization, economic reasons,
culturdly influenced leisure preferences or other factors cannot be reedily determined,
and should be the subject d further research. However, there are actions that can be taken
by the Nationd Park Service and its partner agencies to redress these disparities in the
interim, and thisis the subject to which we turn in the find section of this report.
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